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Introduction
With private assets playing an ever larger role in buffering life uncertainties as rich economies have been experiencing a shift of risk from the State to the households brought about by restraining welfare states and falling job security, there is a renewed interest in the study and measurement of wealth. Researchers often need to cope with weakness in the available data, as for example, household surveys suffer from large sampling errors due to the high skewness of the wealth distribution, as well, as from serious non-sampling errors. These issues are compounded in comparative analysis by differences in the methods and definitions used in various countries. The increasing need of detailed and reliable micro-data on household finance that can be compared across countries has led to the undertaking of several projects. The European Central Bank, for example, has put forward an initiative to carry out a joint Euro zone survey by the European National Central Banks that would measure household finance and consumption. Another example is the new Survey of Health, Ageing and Retirement in Europe (SHARE) which began in 2004. This is a multidisciplinary and crossnational data base of micro data on health, income, wealth and social and family networks of individuals aged 50 or over in the European Union. 1 It has been designed after the role models of the U.S. Health and Retirement Study (HRS) and the English
Longitudinal Study of Ageing (ELSA). Another example is the new Luxembourg
Wealth Study (LWS), which for the first time created a harmonized cross-national database on household assets and liabilities based on existing surveys. 2 The initial set of countries included in the project is Austria, Canada, Cyprus, Finland, Germany, Italy, Norway, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United States.
With an increasing choice of comparable data sources being available to the researcher it is important to identify whether differences in empirical analysis arise from methodological differences or the data at hand. This paper analyzes the conceptual issues that arise in measuring household wealth, provides principal findings in comparing wealth measures and discusses differences in the structure of wealth measured with two different surveys. The focus of the paper is on two prominent surveys in the UK: the English Longitudinal Survey of Ageing (ELSA) and the British Household Panel Survey that has been prepared for the inclusion in the Luxembourg Wealth Study. Similar analysis was carried out by Juster, Smith and Stafford (1999) . They compared the measurement and structure of household wealth in two prominent American surveys -the Panel Study of Income dynamics (PSID) and the Survey of Consumer Finances (SCF). The SCF has a far more extensive set of questions to measure household wealth but they found that it is possible to characterize total household wealth with a moderate number of questions.
The following section describes the data sources; Section 3 discusses the wealth measures and the selection of the sample. Similarities and differences in the wealth measures are discussed in section 4. Section 5 looks at differences in inequality and Section 6 estimates conditional quantiles to see whether characteristics of individuals at different points in the wealth distribution differ across the two surveys. This is followed by conclusions.
Data Sources
Our comparisons are focused on two datasets. One is the English Longitudinal This module collected data on savings, investment and debt with some information on joint ownership of these wealth components. This is the only other recent source of micro data on the whole wealth distribution. We use the second module that was collected form September through December 2000. The analysis considers BHPS as it was prepared for the inclusion in the Luxembourg Wealth Study (LWS) The LWS is an archive of micro data that have undergone harmonization in order to increase wealth concept comparability across counties. The details and challenges of the harmonization process are discussed in Sierminska (2005) and Smeeding (2006a, 2006b) . Detailed documentation can be found on the LWS website. 4 Currently, data in LWS is at the household level with some detailed information available separately for the head and spouse.
Methodology

Construction of wealth measures
The first stage in comparing the data from the two different sources is to identify which components of wealth are available in the BHPS and in ELSA. Table 1 provides a summary of the categories of wealth collected in each survey.
Information on wealth in ELSA is collected in a large amount of detail and at a very disaggregate level. Respondents are asked separately which type of financial products they hold and the amount of wealth that they hold in each of those products.
In contrast, the BHPS asks which financial products individuals hold but information about the amount of wealth held is collected at a more aggregate level than in ELSA.
Respondents are asked how much in total they hold in their "safe" assets (savings accounts), how much in total they hold in their "risky" assets (investment accounts) and how much non-housing debt they hold in total. In order to make our comparisons, the information in ELSA is summed across financial product types in order to construct a measure conceptually equivalent to the one found in the BHPS.
The constructed measure of wealth is as comparable as possible across the two surveys. Nevertheless, we have identified a number of possible sources that may lead to differences in our wealth measures. Appendix A describes in detail how the measures are constructed and where differences in definition occur.
In addition to definitional issues, there is one other area which might be a potential source of any difference between reported wealth in the two surveys. Firstly, the BHPS collects some wealth information on an individual level. That is, each adult in the household is asked individually to report how much wealth they hold in savings, TESSA or ISA accounts and the amount they invest in risky assets. The amount of non-housing debt and inheritance received in the past year is also asked at the individual level. To help identify joint asset holding, individuals in couples are asked to report how much of their wealth, in total, is held jointly with their spouse.
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ELSA on the other hand, takes a different approach. Individuals in couples are asked whether they keep their finances entirely separate. Couples who do not keep their finances separate 6 complete the assets module on a joint basis with just one member of the couple reporting wealth on behalf of the couple. Whilst it is not possible to identify the direction or nature of any bias (if any) in either of these different approaches, it is important to bear in mind that this different questionnaire design might lead to differences in reported wealth.
In summary, we identify 5 main areas that are potential sources of differences between the two surveys. These are:
1) The BHPS information was collected in 2000 and ELSA was carried out in 2002.
Between these two years there was a big stock market crash and housing market appreciation. Although we have adjusted for this, it remains a possible source of any differences between the measures (See Appendix A for details on the adjustment).
2) The value of wealth held in current accounts (transactions accounts) is explicitly included in ELSA but not in the BHPS 3) Different items are included in investment property 4) ELSA collects wealth at a more disaggregate level than the BHPS 5) Differences in the way that couples report their financial assets and non-housing debt.
5 It is not straightforward to separate jointly owned assets from personal assets without making additional assumptions with respect to intra-household sharing of the assets and the current version of the LWS does not attempt to do this. Nevertheless, in the whole BHPS sample: 12.2% of individuals report that they hold financial assets jointly and 4% report that they hold financial assets both solely and jointly. For risky assets the corresponding numbers are 4% and 2%, respectively. 6 Less than 20% of the couples in our sample report that they keep their finances entirely separate. The average unit size and mean age match in the two surveys (Table 2 ). There are some differences in the age composition. In our sample, percentage wise the BHPS captures a smaller number of younger households and more of the older ones. The education categories were defined in such a way to ensure comparability across surveys. Despite this, there are some differences in the sample education structure with a higher proportion being found to be in the lowest education category in the BHPS. Once we compare the age at which full-time education was finished these differences diminish. Nevertheless, a differences of about 2 percentage points remains for those with less than 16 and more than 19 years of schooling.
Sample selection
7 In 2000, the BHPS also contains additional sub samples from Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland and over-represents low-income households (the ECHP sub-sample). However, for this paper we exclude all additional sub samples.
The measurement of wealth: comparisons among surveys
We begin our comparison of wealth measurement in the two surveys by examining components of wealth at the mean and selected percentiles in the two surveys. Table 3a shows mean wealth in ELSA and LWS and the ratio of the means along with standard errors of the means. Table 3b is similar to Table 3a except it shows median wealth, conditional on each component of wealth being greater than zero.
For the main component of net worth, we find non-financial assets and housing equity to be basically identical at the mean. Looking at the conditional medians,
although the values are similar in the two surveys, they are statistically significantly different at the 95% level. There is around a 10% difference in the mean and conditional median value of principal residence in the two surveys (which is a statistically significant difference), but given that the two surveys come from different years and the numbers have been deflated in ELSA we find this remarkably close.
There is a large difference in mean investment real estate. Even though ELSA reports net values, the estimates are higher than in the LWS by about 70%. However, conditional median investment real estate is similar across the two surveys. This suggests that the difference in the recording of investment real estate arises from a difference in reported ownership rather than a difference in the value amongst those that do report ownership.
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As expected (due to differences in definition detailed in Appendix A), financial assets are significantly higher at the mean in ELSA than in the LWS. This is likely to be both because ELSA has a wider measure of financial assets and the measure captures more wealth because the components are collected at a greater level of disaggregation. Additionally, the years 2000-2002 saw a lot of activity on the stock market and this must also be tainting the results. Interestingly, Table 3b reveals that despite the large difference in mean financial assets, median financial assets amongst those who hold them are remarkably similar (and the difference is statistically insignificant). This suggests that the difference in the mean may be driven to some extent by differences in recording participation rates. However, although Table 5 finds that this is true for deposit accounts, it is not the case for risky assets where both the mean and conditional median are statistically different, but not the participation rates.
As we will discuss later, the difference is largely due to differences in recorded wealth in the tails of the distribution of financial assets.
Debt in the two surveys is for the most part not comparable. This results in the mean total debt being 34% higher in the LWS than in ELSA. The difference is even more marked when we look at conditional medians. Some part of this is due to the fact that ELSA does not include other housing debt as a separate component.
Although small in both surveys, mean non-housing debt, like financial wealth is higher in ELSA than in the LWS but this does not compensate in the aggregate debt category.
Despite the differences in the mean level of the different components of wealth, we find that the mean total net worth is very close in the two surveys with a difference of only 10% at the means and most of this can be explained by the differences in the scope of the financial assets definition. The difference is even smaller and statistically insignificant when we look at conditional medians (3%). Table 4 shows the relative wealth numbers at selected percentiles. We find that for most assets the departures occur either at the top or bottom of the distribution.
Relatively speaking the LWS understates deposit accounts and total financial assets at the bottom of the distribution and risky assets at the top of the distribution. On the other hand, LWS wealth measures overstate, relative to ELSA, principal residence and housing equity throughout the distribution. In the overall wealth measure there is not much discrepancy in the two surveys throughout the distribution. The differences are more pronounced only for the top 1%.
For a more complete picture we examine the complete distributions of selected components of household wealth in both surveys. Figure 2 shows the discrepancies between the two surveys for different components of net worth, including overall wealth. In accordance with Table 3b , we find that the estimates for net worth between the 35 th and 95 th percentile are less than the difference in the means of household wealth (Table 3a) . There is a considerable difference for the bottom of the distribution and some past the 97 th percentile. Estimates for principal residence and housing equity are very close throughout the distribution. For financial assets the differences are large at the bottom of the distribution and systematically lower by about 20% past the 45 th percentile. For risky assets the disparity increases as we move up the distribution. This is due, at least in part, to the definitional differences.
Despite the definitional differences between the two surveys and the different methodologies used in collection of the data, measured wealth in the two surveys is remarkably similar and where differences occur, they are usually in the tails of the distribution. The largest differences occur in financial assets but because these make up a small proportion of total assets, this does not have such a detrimental effect on comparability of the two surveys when looking at net worth.
Asset participation rates
One reason for departures in measured wealth could be due to differences in reported asset participation rates. Table 5 finds that for all wealth components the ELSA survey records higher participation across all asset types. The most pronounced differences are present for deposit accounts and non-housing debt, which can be explained by the differences in the definitions of the two surveys. For non-financial assets and risky assets, differences are less than 5 percentage points. Apart from risky assets, participation rates are significantly different. Homeownership slightly declines for the elderly and there is little difference in participation rates across the two surveys.
Asset holdings by demographic group
The next question we ask is whether differences in wealth holdings are more pronounced for different demographic groups. In Table 6 , we examine the wealth holdings amongst different age and education groups and different household types.
For all non-housing assets, wealth is underestimated more at the top and bottom of the age distribution in the LWS relative to ELSA. This is particularly true for financial assets where assets are more than 50% lower for the youngest age group and 70%
lower for the oldest. This is also the asset for which we saw the largest differences in participation rates throughout the age distribution. Again in this case, these differences were more pronounced for the younger and older age groups. This is also the result of definitional differences across the two surveys. There is also a strong wealth-education gradient that is (except for principal residence) more pronounced in ELSA. The difference in the measurement of wealth does not vary across singles and couples.
Wealth inequality
It is well-known that the distribution of wealth is very unequal even within agegroups. Compared to studies of income distribution however, the extent and precise nature of wealth inequality is relatively less understood. This is due in part to the lack of data available on wealth. In this section we use the data from ELSA and from the LWS to examine wealth inequality and to see whether the data from the two different sources tell us similar stories.
In the final column of Table 6 , we report mean annual income. 6 Except for the over 80s, differences in measured income across the two surveys are fairly smallwithin the 10 percentage point range. In Table 7 , we show wealth to income ratios for the different demographic groups. Similar to our findings in Table 6 , we find that nonhousing wealth/income ratios are more similar in the middle of our age distribution and are higher for ELSA for the older individuals. The largest differences by education level and type of households are in total financial assets.
Next, in Table 8 , we compare inequality measurement in the two surveys.
Reassuring is the fact that conclusions from the two surveys support one another. Table 8 finds negligible differences in all cases for the quantile to median ratios.
Differences are in the range of less than one percent across the distribution. Ginis for net worth are about .6. When the share of net worth held by top population percentiles is considered we find the richest 1 percent hold about 8-10 percent of the elderly wealth and the next 9 percent hold another 30%. A majority of the financial wealth among the elderly is held by the richest 10 percent of the elderly in terms of financial assets. The richest 1 percent of the elderly holds about 7 percent of the real estate wealth. Although differences in these results for the two surveys are less than 6 percent and in most cases in the range of 3% ELSA is capturing more of the wealth held by the richest elderly, which is expected given the focus of the survey.
Controlling for characteristics in the distribution of wealth
Although it is reassuring to find that similar conclusions about wealth inequality are reached from the two different data sets, summary statistics do not give a complete picture of the distribution of wealth. As well as the overall mean, median and variance being the same across the datasets, what we are more interested in is whether individuals with given characteristics are found in the same parts of the distribution regardless of the data being used. This is what is important for the researcher wishing to estimate models of behavior which include wealth as an outcome variable or a determinant of behavior. In Section 4 (Table 6 ), we calculated means of total net worth and its components by demographic characteristics. In this section, we estimate conditional quantiles for the total net worth distribution. We use simultaneous quantile regression with bootstrapped standard errors. 7 As explanatory variables, we use available and comparable in both surveys demographic -age, education, location, household composition (single or couple and number of children), and labor market characteristics -employment status and disposable income, which excludes asset income. The coefficients and standard errors are shown in Table 9 . We have highlighted coefficients that are significantly different at the 5% level across the two surveys.
The variable indicating whether or not the household owns their own home is the only characteristic which is statistically significant across the entire distribution of net worth. This is not surprising given the high share of the main home value in the overall net worth. In both surveys we typically find that those in the highest two income deciles have statistically significantly higher wealth at each of estimated quantiles. For the LWS BHPS, having a slightly higher share of those with low education, we get significant negative effects of having low education (relative to medium education) across all the estimated quantiles but a significant positive effect of having high education only at the 75th percentile. We find education has less of an effect on net worth in ELSA -we only find a significant positive effect of having high education at the bottom (10th and 25th percentiles) of the distribution. We find a positive significant effect of self-employment in both surveys at the top of the distribution and a negative effect of employment (relative to being retired) in the middle of the distribution.
Carrying out formal tests of whether there are differences in coefficients across the distribution of wealth in the two surveys reveals almost no significant differences (the exception being that there is a significant difference between the co-efficient on income decile 6 at the 75 th percentile). This result is reassuring for any analyst wishing to use the wealth data in either survey. 
Conclusions
In this paper we provide an overview of the differences in two prominent surveys for the United Kingdom that can potentially be used to perform analysis on individuals over the age of 50.
We have identified methodological and conceptual differences as well as compared empirical results based on the two surveys. We found a conceptual difference in the measurement of financial assets and debt in terms of the aggregation level as well as its scope. We have also found striking similarities in the measurement of non-financial assets and in the main, any differences that arise are in the tails of the distributions of wealth. Comparable definitions of overall wealth in the surveys lead us to find only a 10% difference in mean total net worth and a 3% difference in conditional medians. Reassuring is the fact that inequality results carried out with the two surveys support one another and quantile regressions indicate that the distribution of net worth across demographic groups is similar in the two surveys.
Overall, despite definitional and methodological differences between the two surveys, measured wealth is remarkably similar. As with any comparative work care must be used when examining sub-components of overall wealth and the extremes of the distribution.
Appendix A. The first category of wealth that is collected in both surveys is deposit accounts (DA).
There are two potential difficulties with comparing this category. The BHPS asks respondents to report how much they hold in total in their savings or deposit accounts.
ELSA on the other hand asks respondents to report how much they hold in their current accounts and savings accounts. Generally speaking, deposit accounts are considered to be a general term for a savings account. Hence current accounts (transactions accounts) are not explicitly included in this component of wealth in the BHPS. The second difficulty is that in ELSA, National Savings Accounts are not distinguished from National Savings Certificates. ix In the BHPS, wealth held in National Savings Certificates is recorded along with other wealth held in risky assets.
We consider this second problem to be less significant than the first since only around 5% of over 50s hold National Savings Certificates in the BHPS whereas 85% of individuals in ELSA hold a current account.
Wealth held in risky assets (RA) is also collected in both surveys. With the exception of the National Savings Certificate issue discussed above, the components of this category are fairly similar in the two surveys although ELSA has a finer disaggregation of share products. The difficulty in comparing risky assets stems from the fact that the two surveys were carried out in different years. In March 2003 (when the ELSA fieldwork ended), the FTSE100 index (the most commonly used stock market index in the UK) was 60% of its value in September 2000 (when the BHPS fieldwork began). For this reason, in order to compare risky assets in the two surveys we adjust the amount of wealth held in ELSA using the FTSE100 index by deflating (or inflating in this case) the values back to September 2000. Figure 1 shows the path of the FTSE100 index between September 2000 and March 2003.
Wealth held in principal residence is recorded in an identical way in both surveys. However, the period between the two surveys was a period of rapid house price appreciation. To allow comparisons across the two different years, wealth held in principal residence is deflated to September 2000 using the regional nationwide quarterly house price index.
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For investment property, although collected in both surveys, it is difficult to construct a measure that is comparable. The first problem is that in the BHPS, the value of investment property is collected gross of any debt (and debt secured on investment property is collected together with debt secured on principal residences).
In ELSA, investment property is recorded net of any debt secured upon that property.
The second problem is that the BHPS includes land in the investment property wealth and although ELSA also includes land, its value is recorded together with other items of wealth (money owed by other, covenant/inheritance, and antiques/jewelry). If we include the latter element, we will be over-recording investment property relative to the BHPS but if we exclude it we will be under-recording relative to the BHPS.
The BHPS records the total value of all mortgages on all property whereas ELSA records debt secured on the principal residence separately. Because of this and because investment property is recorded gross of debt in the BHPS but net of debt in ELSA, we construct total housing equity (defined as principal plus investment property value minus total value of all mortgages).
Finally, non-housing debt has almost identical items included in its definition, with the exception of student loans. However, since our sample is restricted to the over 50s, we do not consider this to be a significant source of any difference.
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